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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chandrakasan et al. 

The reference is drawn to an adaptive power supply for digital integrated circuits 
(column 1, line 26). Transistors of the circuit may be fabricated on an SOI wafer 
(column 7, line 28), which would be a substrate having an insulating surface. Logic 
circuits are encompassed by the teaching, or, alternatively, obvious in view of the 
teaching, because microprocessors are mentioned specifically as exemplary (column 1, 
lines 43-45), and microprocessors incorporate digital logic circuits. Column 8, lines 57- 
48, teaches that a control loop selects a substrate bias voltage in correspondence to 
present frequency data. A "detection means" for detecting the operating frequency 
would have been obvious, because such a means would have been necessary to 
determine the present frequency data giving the present operating frequency of the 
circuit. The substrate bias voltage is for the purpose of controlling threshold (paragraph 
spanning columns 2 and 3, column 7, lines 29-31). 
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Claims 1-20, 25, and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Chandrakasan et al. in view of Skotnicki et al. 

With respect to claim 1 , the limitations of lines 1-4 would be as discussed above 
with respect to the Chandrakasan reference. Column 7, lines 29-31 , of this reference 
notes the use of a buried gate structure for threshold value control of a transistor. A 
second gate, other than the buried gate, would be inherent, or alternatively obvious, 
because in order to be useful the transistor would be expected to respond to an input 
signal as well as the threshold bias. Skotnicki et al. teaches an example of a thin film 
transistor having a buried gate 2 and a second gate 10 (column 4, lines 55-60). It would 
have been obvious to incorporate a transistor such as that of Skotnicki in the 
Chandrakasan circuitry, in order to provide for both signal input and threshold bias 
control. 

With respect to claim 2, the Skotnicki device has the recited structure. With 
respect to claim 3, in would have been obvious to provide a CPU, which must include 
logic, with the detection means necessarily to implement the Chandrakasan biasing, to 
obtain the low power processor as desired in that reference. With respect to claims 4-5, 
the use of the Chandrakasan power reduction would have been advantageous in 
circuits implementing any of the uses listed. With respect to claim 6, controlling the 
amount of current flow between source and drain is the function of any gate, particularly 
a gate that controls threshold voltage, and this function would therefore have been 
inherent, or alternatively obvious, in the Skotnicki transistor. With respect to claim 1 1 , 
Chandrakasan column 8, lines 55-58, teaches that there is a look-up table recording the 
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present frequency data, so there must be some sort of "recording medium" storing the 
table information. Column 8, lines 35-38, teaches that a control algorithm may be 
implement in software, firmware, or hardware. A control algorithm would be a program, 
which, as noted in lines 55-58, has as output a bias voltage for threshold control. Other 
claim limitations not specifically discussed above, parallel those which are discussed, 
and would have been taught, or obvious, for the same reasons. 

Claims 27 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Chandrakasan et al. and Skotnicki et al, as discussed above, and further in view of 
Yamagishi. 

Yamagishi teaches column 3, lines 50, through column 4, line 5, a frequency 
detection circuit having a counter 40 and a discrimination circuit 41 . The output of the 
discriminator selects one of n switches. An address comparator would have been 
obvious as part of the discriminator in order to determine which switch to select. It 
would have been obvious to use a frequency detection circuit as taught by Yamagashi 
to determine frequency as needed for the Chandrakasan threshold biasing, in order to 
determine operating frequency. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to S. Crane, whose telephone number is (571) 272-1652. 

The supervisor for Art Unit 2811, Eddie Lee can be reached on (571) 272-1732. 
The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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